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REASONS IN SUPPORT OF APPLICANTS 1 
PRE-APPEAL BRIEF REQUEST FOR REVIEW 

This document is submitted in support of the Pre- Appeal Brief Request for Review 
filed concurrently with a Notice of Appeal in compliance with 37 C.F.R. 4131 and with the 
rules set out in the OG of July 12, 2005 for the New Appeal Brief Conference Pilot Program. 

It is not believed that an extension of time and/or additional fee(s) are due. If any 
additional fee or extension of time for this request is required, Applicants request that this be 
considered a petition therefor. The Commissioner is authorized to charge any additional fee 
which may be required, or credit any refund, to our Deposit Account No. 09-0461 . 

REMARKS 

Applicants hereby request a Pre- Appeal Brief Review of Claims 1-48, which stand 
finally rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,128,663 
to Thomas ("Thomas") in view of U.S. Patent Publication No. 2003/0093384 Al to Durst Jr., 
et. al. ("Durst") and US. Patent Publication No. 2001/0032254 Al to Hawkins. 1 

Independent Claim 1 recites: 



1 The rejections of Claims 7, 23 and 39 further rely on U.S. Patent No. 5,991,735 to Gerace. 
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1. A method of associating dynamically generated Web page content 
with a user who requests a Web page from a Web server, wherein the user makes the 
Web page request via a Web client in communication with the Web server, the 
method comprising the following steps performed by the Web server: 

storing a record of the user request within a Web server log : 

generating the requested Web page, wherein the generated Web page includes 
a content object having a unique identifier associated therewith, wherein the unique 
identifier is generated via a hashing function; 

serving the generated Web page to the Web client; and 

appending the stored record of the user request with the unique identifier 
associated with the content object included within the generated Web page. 

The Final Office Action (''Final Action") cites to Thomas as teaching each of the recitations 
of Claim 1 except for (1) the web server log (which is allegedly taught by Durst) and (2) 
generating the unique identifier via a hashing function (which is allegedly taught by 
Hawkins). (Final Action, pp. 2-3). However, as shown below, the cited references fail to 
disclose multiple elements of each pending claim, and hence the combination of the cited 
references fails to establish prima facie rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 103. Accordingly, 
Applicants respectfully request review of the pending rej eciions. Applicants reserve the right 
to argue additional grounds for withdrawal of the pending rejections on appeal. 

I. Thomas Does Not Teach Storing a Record of a User Request 

Claim 1 recites "storing a record of the user request within a Web server log." The 

Final Action states that Thomas, at Col. 4, lines 23-52, teaches "storing a record of a user 

request within a web server." (Final Action, p. 3). The cited portion of Thomas states: 

[TJhe remote server encourages the user to login to or register with one of its web 
pages so that the remote server can identify the user against its database of users. 
Once the user is identified, the remote server determines or retrieves an appropriate 
demographic identifier for the user. . . . [0]nce the appropriate demographic identifier 
is known, it can be transmitted between remote servers and/or between a local 
browser and a remote server in various ways. One way is to embed the demographic 
identifier into the pages delivered by the remote server to the local browser. 

(Thomas at Col. 4, lines 26-43). Thus, Thomas discloses that (1) a user can login to a web 
page of the remote server, (2) the server retrieves a demographic identifier for the user and 
(3) the demographic identifier may be appended to a delivered web page. Thus, in Thomas, 
the information that is obtained (and possibly stored) is user demographic information . 
However, as the preamble and first clause of Claim 1 make clear, the recitation "storing a 
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record of the user request" refers to storing a record of a user's request for a Web page . 
While the demographic information of Thomas may be appended to a request for a web page, 
Thomas does not suggest that the remote server stores the request for the web nape 
anywhere. In fact, the Advisory Action as much as concedes this by stating that "it is noted 
that in order to receive the demographic identifier and the request information, such 
information must [be] stored (in memory of the server)." (Advisory Action, p. 2). While it is 
possible that the remote server of Thomas might transiently copy a web page address into 
memory in retrieving a requested web page, this would not comprise "storing a record of the 
user's request", let alone storing a record of the request "within a Web server log" as recited 
in Claim 1 . Consequently, as Thomas does not teach or disclose "storing a record of a user 
request within a web server", the rejection of Claim 1 should be withdrawn. 

II. Durst and Thomas Cannot Properly Be Combined 

The Final Action concedes that ! Thomas does not explicitly disclose [that the record 
of a user request is stored in a] web server log ." (Final Action, p. 3). In order to supply the 
missing teaching, the Final Action cites to Durst as teaching that "demographic and user 
information is stored in a web server log," (Id.). Even if Durst actually disclosed storing "a 
record of a user's request [for a web page] within a Web server log" as recited in Claim 1 
(which Applicants dispute), there clearly is no motivation to combine Thomas and Durst in 
the manner suggested. As discussed above, the system of Thomas does not use or store a 
record of a user's request for a web page. Instead, the system of Thomas selects content 
objects using demographic information. As such, in the system of Thomas there is no reason 
to store records of user's web page requests, and one of skill in the art would not have been 
motivated to modify the system of Thomas based on Durst. Moreover, Thomas is directed to 
methods for "customization of information content provided to a requestor over a network", 
whereas Durst is directed to a "scanner enhanced remote control unit and system for 
automatically linking to online resources." With all due respect, the combination of these two 
disparate and unrelated references appears to be a classic "hindsight" rejection, wherein the 
present application is read and understood and an attempt is made to selectively build the 
invention from the prior art based on this understanding. 
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III. Thomas Fails to Teach Appending Content Identifiers to Stored Records 
of User Requests 

Claim 1 also recites "appending the stored record of the user request with the unique 
identifier associated with the content object." Thus, in the method of Claim 1, unique 
identifiers that are associated with content objects (e.g., a web page banner) are appended to 
the record in the log file of the users request for a web page. 

The Final Action is internally inconsistent in identifying the portion of Thomas that 
allegedly discloses the "appending" recitation of Claim 1. The Final Action first points to 
Col. 7, lines 18-30 of Thomas as disclosing the "appending" recitation. (Final Action, p. 3). 
However, what this portion of Thomas discusses is appending demographic information to 
the actual request for a web page that is sent to the server. The cited portion of Thomas does 
not disclose appending a unique identifier that is associated with the content objects to 
anything, as the demographic information is (1) not a "unique identifier " and (2) is not 
"associat ed with the content objects." Moreover, the demographic information is 
appended to a request for a web page. In contrast, what the last clause of Claim 1 recites is 
that the unique identifiers are appended to a record in a log file . Accordingly, the first cited 
portion of Thomas fails to teach three different aspects of the "appending" recitation. 

The Response to Arguments section of the Final Action cites to Col. 4, lines 49-51 
and Col. 5, line 1 5 through Col. 6, line 40 of Thomas as disclosing the "appending" recitation 
of Claim 1 . (Final Action, p. 10). The Final Action contends that these portions of Thomas 
disclose (1) that a user requests a second HTML web page 104 via a hyperlink button 108 on 
a first HTML web page, (2) that a record of the user who requests the web page is stored 
along with demographic information on the user, (3) the user clicks on the hyperlink 110 to 
send the user's request for the first HTML web page to the remote server with the 
demographic information appended thereto so that the first server can display the requested 
web page to the user with an appropriate advertising banner that is selected based on the 
demographic information. (Id.). These portions of Thomas fail to disclose the "appending" 
recitation of Claim 1 for at least two independent reasons. 

First, what Claim 1 states is that a "unique identifier" is appended to the stored record 
of a user's request for a web page. The rejection points to the demographic information as the 
appended information. However, in Thomas, the demographic information is appended to 
the actual request for a web page that is sent to the server. An actual request for a web page 
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is very different from a stored record of a user's request, which is what Claim 1 recites the 
unique identifier is appended to. 

Second, the demographic information of Thomas (e.g., a particular user's interests, 
preferences, hobbies, preferred greeting name, etc.; see Thomas at Col. 4, lines 16-20) does 
not comprise a "unique identifier associated with the content object included within the 
generated Web page" as recited in Claim 1. While Applicants will not debate here whether oi 
not such demographic information comprises a "unique identifier", it is unquestionably the 
case that the demographic information is not a "unique identifier associated with the content 
object included within the generated Web page." Instead, the demographic information is 
associated with a particular user. There is no teaching in Thomas that particular demographic 
information will always result in the selection of the same content object or is associated with 
a particular content object such that it comprises a unique identifier. This provides a second, 
independent basis for withdrawal of the pending rejections. 

As shown above, the cited references, even when combined, fail to disclose several of 
the recitations of independent Claim 1, The cited references also cannot properly be 
combined as set forth in the rejections. For each of these reasons, the Final Action fail to 
establish prima facie rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 103. Moreover, each of the remaining 
independent claims include each of the above-discussed recitations of Claim 1, Accordingly, 
Claims 2-48 are also patentable over the cited art for at least the reasons that Claim 1 is 
patentable. Therefore, Applicants 

respectfully request that the rejections be reversed by the appeal conference prior to the filing 
of an Appeal Brief 
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